UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 96-6802

CHARLES PATRI CK MCMANUS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

ARLI NGTON COUNTY, VIRG NI A, Arlington County
in the State of Virginia; SHER FF FAUST,
Sheriff of Arlington County Jail at Arlington;
DAVID M BOGARD, Director of Corrections at
the Arlington County Jail; CAPTAIN Pl NSCN,
Captain of the Guard at Arlington County Jail;
CAPTAI N SI TES, Captain of the Guard at Arling-
ton County Jail; JOHN DOE, O ficer, Menber of
the Hearing Commttee at the Arlington County
Jail; JOHAN DOE, Civilian nmenber of the Hearing
Conmittee at the Arlington County Jail; COR-
RECTI ONAL MEDI CAL SYSTEMS, Medi cal Contractor
at the Arlington County Jail; LARRY LI NTON,
Director of Correctional Medical Systens at
Arlington County Jail; JOHN DOCE, Doctor at the
Arlington County Jail; JANE DOE, Nurse at the
Arlington County Jail; JOHN DOE, Head of Food
Service at the Arlington County Jail; JOHN
DOE, Food Service Mnager at the Arlington
County Jail; JOHN DOE, Dentist at the Arling-
ton County Jail, all of the defendants are
being sued in their official and individual
capacities,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at NorfolKk. Henry C. Morgan, Jr., District
Judge. (CA-95-1004-2)




Submtted: July 25, 1996 Deci ded: August 12, 1996

Before LUTTIG and MOTZ, GCircuit Judges, and PHILLIPS, Senior
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Charles Patrick McManus, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM
Appel | ant appeals the district court's order dismssing his

42 U.S.C. 8 1983 (1988) complaint. The district court assessed a

filing fee in accordance with Evans v. Croom 650 F.2d 521 (4th
Cr. 1981), cert. denied, 454 U S. 1153 (1982), and dism ssed t he

case w t hout prejudi ce when Appellant failedto conply with the fee
order. Finding no abuse of discretion, we affirm the district
court's order. We di spense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argument woul d not aid the decisional process.
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